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In this field study (N ϭ 405) population profiling was introduced to examine general and specific classes of nonresponse (active vs. passive) to a satisfaction survey. The active nonrespondent group (i.e., purposeful nonresponders) was relatively small (approximately 15%). Active nonrespondents, in comparison with respondents, were less satisfied with the entity sponsoring the survey and were less conscientious. Passive nonrespondents (e.g., forgot), who represented the majority of nonrespondents, were attitudinally similar to respondents but differed with regard to personality. Nonresponse bias does not appear to be a substantive concern for satisfaction type variables-the typical core of an organizational survey. If the survey concerns topics strongly related to Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, the respondent sample may not be representative of the population.
Although the use of organizational surveys has increased over the past half century (Kraut, 1996) , response rates appear to be on the decline (Steeh, 1989; Baruch, 1999) . This trend is troubling. Low response rates can undercut the usefulness of organizational surveys in a number of ways. One problem is that low response rates, with all other things equal, likely mean smaller samples. Smaller samples negatively impact statistical power, preclude the use of certain statistical techniques, and increase the size of confidence intervals around sample statistics. Low response rates also undermine the perceived credibility of the survey results . For example, Macey (1996) reported that survey sponsors often cite low response rates when discounting unfavorable results. Low response rates can also produce biased samples of organizational respondents .
This latter concern is arguably the most serious of the low response rate concerns. It raises the question, What can be learned from the survey results? To be able to truly understand and to be confident in generalizing from the survey data collected, it is important to have some understanding of how nonrespondents compare with respondents. Although a direct comparison of respondents and nonrespondents is difficult to obtain, it would provide crucial information on survey generalizability. To this end, the present study considers the theoretical bases for different types of nonresponse and creates a comprehensive attitudinal and personality profile of actual nonrespondents to a common organizational survey used in higher education institutions: a student satisfaction-retention survey.
Nonrespondent Research
The study of individuals who do not complete surveys is a difficult and seemingly paradoxical task. After all, how can one gather substantive information about a collection of people who are not readily identifiable and quite elusive? Four approaches for studying nonresponse have been typically used: the archival approach, the wave approach, the follow-up approach, and the intentions approach. Each has substantial limitations (see Table 1 for a summary of approaches and limitations). As a result of these limitations, despite the large volume of research, we know little about the attitudes and personalities of all actual nonrespondents to an organizational survey. To attempt to overcome the methodological constraints associated with any one nonresponse methodology, in this study we fused the archival approach with the intentionsbased approach. We refer to this integrative methodology as population profiling.
Population Profiling
Population profiling represents a nearly ideal way of studying nonresponse. From a practical perspective, it could only be implemented practically in limited and unique circumstances-a controlled field experiment involving some deception. The approach involves creating an archival database on an organizational stakeholder group (e.g., students) that contains attitude and personality information along with personal identifiers. The database further contains information on these individuals' intentions to participate in upcoming survey work. Because the archival database contains identifiers, future surveys can be administered containing code numbers linking back to the identifiers. Therefore, the organizational researcher can determine who does not return the survey by tabulating the code numbers. Respondents and nonrespondents to these subsequent surveys can then be compared on the comprehensive information contained in the archival database. Because the archival database contains information pertaining to individuals' intentions to participate in the survey work that was actually conducted, classes of nonrespondents can be studied.
Survey nonresponse can occur for many reasons, but a number of researchers have forwarded the notion that there are really just two main classes of nonrespondents (Mayer & Pratt, 1966; Stinchcombe, Jones, & Sheatsley, 1981; Brennan & Hoek, 1992) . The first class of nonresponse is passive in nature. Failure to respond is not based on a conscious and overt a priori decision by the survey recipient. In fact, the nonrespondent may have wanted to return the survey, but because of circumstances or happenstance, could not or did not. The second class of nonresponse is an active form. The active nonrespondent has made a conscious decision to not respond to the survey as soon as the survey is received. Although passive nonrespondents may be influenced by response facilitation techniques (e.g., reminder notes), individuals who purposefully withhold their participation are unlikely to be affected. Population profiling can identify these two classes of nonrespondents by examining the intentions data collected in the initial archival database creation phase, coupled with actual survey return behavior. Namely, active nonrespondents are those who state an overt unwillingness to participate in a particular follow-up study and indeed do not participate in the survey when it is administered. Passive nonrespondents are those who do not express this negative intention (i.e., these were people who left open the possibility of response) but ultimately do not respond.
If population profiling can be implemented, it allows for myriad questions that have not been answered about nonresponse-questions concerning data generalizability and questions concerning the profile of the active and passive nonrespondent.
How Do Active Nonrespondents Differ From
Respondents?
Attitudes Toward the Organization
One study and a body of theoretical work provide insight into the organizational attitudes and personality of active nonrespondents. Rogelberg, Luong, Sederburg, and Cristol (2000) identified people who explicitly stated they would not complete an employee survey for their organization. These anticipated noncompliants, in Archival databases typically contain only demographic types of information and not employee attitude or personality information. Gannon, Nothern, & Carroll (1971) Follow-up approach A small segment of nonrespondents are surveyed either by phone or mail. Individuals in this follow-up sample are compared with respondents in the initial survey effort. To generate maximum response, special efforts (e.g., a personal call from the researcher) are typically used to elicit returns.
The special follow-up efforts can lead to socially desirable responding on the part of the respondent. Furthermore, nonresponse in the follow-up survey is common so that its representativeness is questioned. Sosdian & Sharp (1980) Wave approach Individuals who return their surveys prior to the survey deadline are compared with individuals who return their surveys after the survey deadline.
Late respondents cannot truly be considered nonrespondents (i.e., they did return their surveys). Ellis, Endo, & Armer (1970) Intentions approach Individuals indicate an intention to complete or not complete an employee attitude survey for their employer.
Regardless of their intention, participants then complete a survey for the researcher about their organization. Therefore, the attitudes of participants who indicated an unwillingness to complete the attitude survey for their employer are compared with the attitudes of those individuals stating they would complete such a survey for their organization.
comparison with individuals who said they would comply, possessed greater intentions to quit, less organizational commitment, and less satisfaction with their jobs and supervisors. Rogelberg et al.'s (2000) findings are consistent with a body of theoretical work concerning organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). OCB is defined as extrarole behavior, not mandated by a job description, but which in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization (Organ & Konovsky, 1989) . Completing an organizational survey appears, by definition, to be an example of an OCB (Tomaskovic-Devey, Leiter, & Thompson, 1994) . Similar to Rogelberg et al. (2000) , meta-analytic research has found that job satisfaction, perceived fairness, organizational commitment, and leader supportiveness are robustly and positively related to OCBs (Organ & Ryan, 1995) .
Hypothesis 1: Active nonrespondents, in comparison with those individuals who respond to a survey request, will possess less satisfaction with the organization sponsoring the survey and a greater intention to quit the organization.
Conscientiousness and Agreeableness
To the best of our knowledge, research has not examined the personality profiles of active nonrespondents. Once again, the OCB literature may be the best source of theoretical speculation. In general, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness have been found to most consistently predict OCBs (e.g., Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000) .
Hypothesis 2: Active nonrespondents, in comparison with those individuals who respond to a survey request, will be less conscientious and agreeable.
How Do Passive Nonrespondents Differ From
Attitudes Toward the Organization Rogelberg et al. (2000) found that 84% of a cross-sectional sample of employees were willing to complete a typical employee attitude survey for their organization. Youssefnia (2000) found that only 9% of employees asked said that they would definitely not complete a survey for their organization; the remaining 91% would consider participation to some minimal extent. It is obvious though, given the typical response rates we observe in practice, that this generally willing predisposition does not necessarily translate to actual response. Even when surveying groups of people who explicitly committed and signed up to participate in a survey project, substantial amounts of nonresponse occurred (e.g., Webster and Trevino, 1995) . Passive nonresponse clearly occurs frequently. In contrast to the overt and purposeful active nonrespondents, passive nonresponse can be explained by considering a host of extraneous and situational factors. Wall et al. (1997) concluded that most nonresponse to an organizational survey appeared to be a function of staff turnover, sickness absence, maternity leave, redeployment, internal address errors, and postal losses. Gliksman et al. (1992) surveyed a segment of nonrespondents, and most indicated that they had not returned the survey because they had lost it, had forgotten about it, or had not gotten around to completing it. Kaner, Haighton, and Mcavoy (1998) found that nonresponse to a questionnaire given to physicians could best be attributed to mislaid questionnaires and heavy workloads. The above data support the contention that passive nonresponse is not planned or is steeped in disdain for the survey sponsor or effort.
Hypothesis 3: Passive nonrespondents and survey respondents will have very similar means with regard to their satisfaction with the organization sponsoring the survey and their intentions to quit the organization.
Conscientiousness
As mentioned above, although there is no theoretical reason to believe that passive nonrespondents differ with regard to their attitudes toward the survey sponsor, they may differ on personality dimensions. Examination of the above explanations for passive nonresponse suggest that passive nonresponse may decrease to the extent that the individual is organized, a good time manager, and not forgetful. These characteristics are tied to the general personality characteristic of Conscientiousness (Barrick & Mount, 1991) .
Hypothesis 4:
Passive nonrespondents, in comparison with those individuals who respond to a survey request, will be less conscientious.
How Generalizable Are Respondents' AttitudePersonality Results to the Population?
Creating profiles of nonrespondent groups also allows us to address a larger pragmatic question: Do results from the respondent group generalize to the entire population? To help answer this question it is useful to consult the literature on missing data. After all, nonresponse is the ultimate case of missing data (i.e., unit nonresponse). When missingness is unrelated to the survey variables of interest, it is called missing completely at random (MCAR: Little & Rubin, 1987) . MCAR does not negatively impact data generalizability (e.g., Switzer & Roth, 2002) . Nonrandom missingness, however, does occur (e.g., missingness is related to standing on the variables included on the study). This type of missingness impacts generalizability and creates bias. It is important to note, though, that the extent of bias is mitigated by the magnitude of the nonrandom missingness (Roth, 1994) .
If Hypotheses 1 through 4 are correct, respondents should differ in their attitudes (e.g., satisfaction with the organization sponsoring the survey) from active but not from passive nonrespondents and should differ in their personalities (e.g., Conscientiousness) from both active and passive nonrespondents. Taken together, with regard to personality, the generalizability of respondent results would clearly be questionable-the nonresponse data can not be treated as MCAR.
Hypothesis 5: Respondents' Agreeableness and Conscientiousness results will not generalize well to the population (i.e., mean personality differences are expected).
Respondent attitude results, however, should generalize well to at least passive nonrespondents, and if most nonrespondents are passive rather than active as suggested by previous research (Rogelberg et al., 2000; Sosdian & Sharp, 1980; Youssefnia, 2000) , then respondents' attitude data should generalize well to the entire population. In other words, the critical mass of active nonrespondents should not be large enough to taint the data's representativeness with regard to attitudes toward the organization-the nonresponse data can be treated as MCAR (free from substantive systematic bias).
Hypothesis 6: Respondents' satisfaction with the sponsoring organization and intentions to quit the organization will generalize well to the population (i.e., no substantial mean attitude differences are expected).
Finally, this study has an exploratory goal. Relationships observed between study variables will be examined and compared for active nonrespondents, passive nonrespondents, and actual respondents, respectively. These analyses will provide insight into the representativeness of relationship indicators calculated using survey data.
Method

Participants
Four hundred five students at a large state university in the midwestern United States participated in the study. The majority of the sample was female (71%). The mean age of participants was 20.0 (SD ϭ 2.6). Nearly 77% of the participants lived on campus.
Procedure
We formed a partnership with the university's Office of Institutional Research, the internal organization responsible for all university student satisfaction surveying efforts. Our partnership allowed us to study nonresponse in an actual organizational survey effort with an actual stakeholder group. Materials were printed on the Office of Institutional Research letterhead and included an official cover letter. It is important to note that the Office of Institutional Research's interest and sponsorship of our research was in part self-motivated. They wanted to identify the profile of the nonrespondent to determine the extent of bias in their own survey efforts.
The survey administrator introduced him or herself to a class of students and briefly explained that he or she represented the Office of Institutional Research. The general survey was then distributed. No students declined to participate in the in-class survey effort. Therefore, the outcome of this first step in our research effort was a base data set profiling a large, but not self-selected, group of students-our population. It is important to note that this base dataset, using information from the consent forms, contained identifiers, which would later serve as the basis of a coding system to be included on the follow-up surveys. Participants were randomly assigned to receive either a technology survey or an administration survey from the Office of Institutional Research. 2 The assigned survey was mailed 3 weeks after collecting the base dataset. Surveys were sent with a subtle code corresponding to individual data in the base dataset. Approximately 3 weeks after the first follow-up survey was mailed, a second follow-up survey was administered. Participants who first received the technology survey now received the administration survey and vice versa. Like the first follow-up, surveys were sent with an imbedded code. Given that this study involved deception, 3 weeks after the study ended all participants received an extensive debriefing.
Materials
The general survey served as the primary content of the base dataset. It was completed in class and had a strict time limit (10 min) but was designed to assess a fair number of issues in a manner consistent with and fairly typical of the student satisfaction surveys administered by the university. There were eight overall satisfaction items of two varieties. Three items reflected satisfaction with student life (e.g., town and nightlife). For purposes of this study, we called this set of items extraneous satisfaction. The other items concerned students' satisfaction with the functioning and administration of the university (e.g., "How satisfied are you with the university administration"). The content of the items are directly related to the priorities, funding, and decision making of the university administration. We call this set of items administration satisfaction. All the satisfaction items were answered on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). Factor analyses supported this two factor structure.
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A five-item intentions-to-quit scale developed and validated by Parra (1995) assessed intentions to leave the university. These items (e.g., "I would like to leave the university") were answered on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The observed alpha was .95.
A third part of the survey measured personality using the Mini-Markers Big 5 personality measure (Saucier, 1994) . The Mini-Markers is a brief and validated version of Goldberg's (1992) commonly used set of unipolar Big Five markers. Mini-Markers contains 40 adjectives rated on 9-point scales ranging from 1 (extremely inaccurate) to 9 (extremely accurate). Given that our hypotheses involved only Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, other subscales on this measure were not of interest (e.g., Neuroticism).
The survey also assessed behavioral intentions toward participating in future survey research. This section played a critical role in our identification of active versus passive nonrespondents for the follow-up surveys later on. Participants were asked if they would complete a 15-min survey concerning technology on campus, conducted by the Office of Institutional Research, and received by standard mail in the near future. The same question was asked regarding a survey concerning university administration. Response options ranged from 1 (definitely would not complete the survey) to 4 (definitely would complete the survey). Participants choosing 1 (definitely would not complete survey) were noted for each survey respectively.
Variable Construction
As discussed earlier, this study was interested in three groups of people: active nonrespondents, passive nonrespondent, and respondents. The base dataset was subdivided into these three groups using the following process. (Note, this process was done for each follow-up survey respectively.) First, respondents were defined as those who responded to the follow-up survey and who were noted in the base dataset by using the imbedded code identifier on the returned follow-up survey. By extension, we also noted which participants in the base dataset did not return a follow-up survey. These nonrespondents were then subdivided into two categories. Active nonrespondents were defined as those who had indicated in the behavioral intention section of the original general survey that they would definitely not complete the survey that was indeed administered.
4 Passive nonrespondents were defined as those who did not express this negative intention on the general survey (i.e., the possibility of response existed) but ultimately did not respond. Taken together, for each participant we logged his or her response status (respondent, active nonrespondent, or passive nonrespondent) for each follow-up survey.
Results
To the first follow-up survey effort we had 82 respondents (21%), 264 passive nonrespondents (66%) and 53 active nonrespondents (13%).
5 To the replication follow-up survey we had 68 respondents (17%), 272 passive nonrespondents (67%), and 60 active nonrespondents (15%).
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Respondents Versus Active Nonrespondents: Testing Hypotheses 1 and 2
To examine mean differences between active nonrespondents and respondents we conducted planned comparisons. For Follow-Up Survey 1, in comparison with respondents, active nonrespondents had lower administration satisfaction, t ϭ Ϫ1.99, p Ͻ .05, supporting Hypothesis 1), were less agreeable, t ϭ Ϫ2.96, p Ͻ .05, and conscientious, t ϭ Ϫ2.62, p Ͻ .05, supporting Hypothesis 2). Furthermore, there was a greater percentage of males in the active nonrespondent group than the respondent group, 2 (1, N ϭ 135) ϭ 4.90, p Ͻ .05. Active nonrespondents did not differ from respondents ( p Ͼ .05) with respect to extraneous satisfaction and intentions to quit. See Table 2 for a summary of these findings.
These findings mostly replicated, but were slightly extended, in the second follow-up survey. For Follow-Up Survey 2, in comparison with respondents, active nonrespondents had lower administration satisfaction (t ϭ Ϫ2.10, p Ͻ .05), were less conscientious (t ϭ Ϫ2.78, p Ͻ .05) and possessed a greater intention to quit (t ϭ 2.43, p Ͻ .05). There was a greater percentage of men in the active nonrespondent group than in the respondent group, 2 (1, N ϭ 128) ϭ 11.02, p Ͻ.05. Active nonrespondents did not differ from respondents ( p Ͼ .05) with respect to Agreeableness and extraneous satisfaction. Table 3 provides a summary of these results. 4 This intentions and measurement approach is consistent with the one used by Rogelberg et al. (2000) who noted the participants who said they would refuse to complete an organizational survey for their employer. Dichotomizing the scale this way was conceptually appropriate because only those endorsing a 1 (definitely not complete) are categorically ruling out participation (this is the essence of active nonresponse). Individuals who have reported all other response values have not ruled out participation. They are, at the very least, leaving open the possibility of response. It is interesting to note that we found that those endorsing values 2-4 on the scale did not differ from one another on extraneous satisfaction and administration satisfaction. In addition, these individuals were similar. The only differences that emerge concern value 1 versus all other values. These empirical arguments are certainly consistent with what one would expect given the conceptual arguments presented above and with the literature suggesting that there are two main classes of nonresponse (Mayer & Pratt, 1966; Stinchcombe, Jones, & Sheatsley, 1981; Brennan & Hoek, 1992) . 5 Our response rates for the follow-up surveys were low, but according to the Office of Institutional Research, not unexpected for a mail-based student satisfaction survey. We would also suggest that the low response rate we observed in our two follow-up studies was desirable because it allowed us to examine differences among groups and representativeness of respondents under conditions in which differences are likely to be largest and representativeness is most questionable.
6 Analyses showed that the order in which surveys were received (technology first and then administration or vice versa) was unrelated to response patterns. Percentages of active nonrespondents, passive nonrespondents, and respondents were almost identical for the two orders. 
Respondents Versus Passive Nonrespondents: Testing Hypotheses 3 and 4
For Follow-Up Survey 1, passive nonrespondents did not differ from respondents ( p Ͼ .05) with regard to intention to quit, administration satisfaction, extraneous satisfaction, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. The very-close means for satisfaction and intentions are consistent with Hypothesis 3, though the lack of difference on Conscientiousness does not support Hypothesis 4. There was a greater percentage of men in the passive nonrespondent group than in the respondent group, 2 (1, N ϭ 346) ϭ 8.23, p Ͻ .05. Furthermore, there was a greater percentage of offcampus students in the passive nonrespondent group than in the respondent group, 2 (1, N ϭ 346) ϭ 5.72, p Ͻ .05. See Table 2 for a summary of these findings.
These findings replicated, with one exception, for the second follow-up survey. Namely, consistent with Hypothesis 4, passive nonrespondents were less conscientious than respondents (t ϭ Ϫ2.20, p Ͻ .05). Passive nonrespondents did not differ from respondents ( p Ͼ .05) with regard to intention to quit, administration satisfaction, extraneous satisfaction, and Agreeableness. There was a greater percentage of males in the passive nonrespondent group than the respondent group, 2 (1, N ϭ 340) ϭ 10.39, p Ͻ .05. There was a greater percentage of off-campus students in the passive nonrespondent group than in the respondent group, 2 (1, N ϭ 340) ϭ 7.65, p Ͻ .05. See Table 3 for a summary of these findings.
It is noteworthy that for all the above nonsignificant findings, the observed effect sizes were less than d ϭ .20. According to Cohen (1988) , a d of .20 represents a minimal threshold for a small effect in typical social science research.
Representativeness of the Respondent Sample: Testing Hypotheses 5 and 6
To address our last and most practically consequential research question we compared the respondent sample with the entire population. Given a lack of independence, we did not do statistical significance testing. Simple inspection of the mean differences coupled with calculations of observed effect sizes lead to some straightforward conclusions. Table 4 shows the population values and the respondent values. With regard to demographic differences, respondents were more likely than the population as a whole to live on-campus and to be female. However, differences on the satisfaction variables were nearly nonexistent. For satisfaction variables, observed effect sizes (ds) were all less than .20. For Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, small differences were observed in the means, and the effect sizes (ds) slightly exceeded .20 in Follow-Up Survey 2 (and approached .20 in Follow-Up Survey 1). Respondents tended to be slightly more agreeable and conscientious than the population as a whole. Hypotheses 5 and 6 can also be tested indirectly by comparing respondents with nonrespondents (as a whole) for both follow-up surveys. In conducting t tests between respondents and nonrespondents, we found the following: In Survey 1, respondents and nonrespondents did not differ with regard to any of the survey variables ( p Ͼ .05). In Survey 2, respondents and nonrespondents only differed with regard to Conscientiousness ( p Ͻ .05). It is noteworthy that using a more liberal decision rule (␣ ϭ .10) slightly changed the results. In Survey 1, both Agreeableness and Conscientiousness differences were found such that respondents were more conscientious and agreeable ( p Ͻ .10). In Survey 2, both Agreeableness and Conscientiousness differences were found such that respondents were more conscientious and agreeable ( p Ͻ .10). Although these respondent and nonrespondent comparisons provide interesting supplementary information, they only indirectly address the fundamental issue of nonresponse bias (whether the respondent sample is different from the population on survey variables of interest) and thus cannot be seen as a pure test of Hypotheses 5 and 6.
Relationship Bias: Exploratory Research
We computed Pearson correlation coefficients, separately for each respondent and nonrespondent group (three separate matrices) and separately for Follow-Up Surveys 1 and 2 (for a total of six matrices), for the following variables: administration satisfaction, extraneous satisfaction, intention to leave the university, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. These matrices can be found in Table 5 and Table 6 , along with correlations for the entire population. We used structural equation modeling multisample analyses (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993) to compare entire matrices. We conducted a global comparison for each follow-up survey (each comparison tested the null hypothesis that all three groups' matrices were equal) and found no significant differences ( ps Ͼ .05); the global 2 s(30, N ϭ 325) were 31.03 for Follow-Up Survey 1 and 23.97 for Follow-Up Survey 2.
Final Analytic Notes
Additional exploratory analyses were conducted. When predicting survey response behavior for both Follow-Up Surveys 1 and 2, respectively, we did not identify any significant interactions between satisfaction and personality variables. In addition, the other personality variables assessed on the Mini-Markers (Extroversion, Openness to Experience, and Neuroticism) were not significantly related to survey response behavior for both Follow-Up Surveys 1 and 2, respectively.
Discussion
Active Nonrespondents
Active nonresponse represents a class of nonrespondents who purposefully and consciously make a decision to not respond to a survey from the day the survey is received. In this study we found that the active nonrespondent group was relatively small (approx- imately 15%), but consistent in size with research conducted by Sosdian and Sharp (1980) , Rogelberg et al. (2000) , and Youssefnia (2000) . We found that active nonrespondents differed from respondents on meaningful dimensions. Active nonrespondents were less satisfied with the entity sponsoring the survey (the university administration) and less conscientious. 7 There was also some evidence (data from the second follow-up survey only) to suggest that active nonrespondents possessed greater intentions to leave the organization and were less agreeable. Active nonrespondents, however, did not differ from respondents with regard to extraneous satisfaction. These findings, taken together, are consistent with what we expected from research and theory on OCB-those who are satisfied (with the asker), conscientious, and agreeable tend to engage more readily in helping behaviors (thus generally supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2).
The lower satisfaction levels in the active nonresponse group suggest that dissatisfaction is one cause of active nonresponse. However, the fact that some dissatisfied people did respond shows that dissatisfaction alone is not sufficient for active nonresponse. Consistent with the survey noncompliance model proposed by Rogelberg et al. (2000) , we speculate that dissatisfaction with the survey sponsoring entity is one of a number of drivers that independently and interactively led to an individual actively withholding his or her participation. It may be the case that the active nonrespondent's dissatisfaction with the university administration in conjunction with other individual differences (e.g., skepticisms about survey research, sensitivities to anonymity and privacy issues) leads the potential respondent to conclude, Why would I complete a survey, which I don't really believe in or trust, for an organizational entity that I am not pleased with? Relatedly, it is interesting to note that there were people in the active nonresponse group who were satisfied with the administration. For these satisfied individuals, other attitudes toward survey research and personality characteristics may be the key drivers.
Passive Nonrespondents
As indexed by survey completion intentions, our data appear consistent with research suggesting that most people are not overtly opposed to the survey effort. Most nonresponse appears to be best explained as being passive in nature. Given that the individuals who make up the passive nonresponse group generally seem willing to participate in the OCB of filling out the survey, it 7 A reviewer suggested that our Conscientiousness differences may really reflect gender differences. We found that indeed women had significantly higher Conscientiousness than did men. We then evaluated the role of Conscientiousness further using logistic regression to control for gender. Recall that we found Conscientiousness differences for active nonrespondents versus respondents for Follow-Up Survey 1 and for both nonresponse groups versus respondents for Follow-Up Survey 2. Our dependent variables were dummy coded; for Follow-Up Survey 1 we conducted one analysis with active nonresponse versus response as the DV. For Follow-Up Survey 2, we conducted two comparisons, one with active nonresponse versus response as the DV and one with passive nonresponse versus response as the DV. For both Follow-Up Surveys 1 and 2, Conscientiousness had a significant regression coefficient (after controlling for gender) in comparisons of active nonrespondents versus respondents. The Conscientiousness coefficient was nonsignificant but was in the original direction (after controlling for gender) for the Follow-Up Survey 2 comparison of passive nonrespondents versus respondents. Therefore, the covariation with gender seems like it can generally be ruled out as an explanation for our Conscientiousness findings. is not surprising that they do not differ from respondents with regard to administration satisfaction, extraneous satisfaction, or intentions to leave the organization (supporting Hypothesis 3). We acknowledge that we are in effect accepting a null hypothesis (which is problematic). However, the satisfaction and leaving intention means for passive nonrespondents and respondents are so close that they indicate little difference. Furthermore, power to detect an effect, if it indeed existed, was quite high for the passive nonresponse versus respondent t tests. To detect a .35 SD effect (d ϭ .35), power estimates (calculated using G*Power; Buchner, Erdfelder, & Faul, 1997) ranged from .68 to .78 across the dependent variables (DVs). To detect a half standard deviation effect (d ϭ .50), power estimates ranged from .93 to .97 across the DVs. Passive nonresponse may best be explained by considering another variable theoretically linked to OCB, the individual's conscientiousness (Hypothesis 4 was supported in the second follow-up survey; see Footnote 7) and other extraneous and situational factors not assessed in this study. For example, passive nonrespondents may have never actually received the survey, forgot about it, mislaid it, were ill, or just did not get around to doing it. These types of variables are conceptually similar to those identified by Miles, Borman, Spector, and Fox (2002) as being related to OCBs. Namely, Miles et al. found that workload and constraints (e.g., interruptions, availability of resources) impact OCBs. Thus, in the case of passive nonresponse, the positive attitudes and conscientious disposition may form an intention, but the situational constraints may prevent it from being realized. Our finding concerning place of residence provides indirect support for this contention. Namely, we found that individuals living offcampus were overrepresented, in comparison with respondents, in the passive nonrespondent group. We believe this finding can be explained by considering extraneous factors relevant only for off-campus individuals (e.g., convenience of post boxes).
Data Generalizability
An issue of practical interest is data generalizabilty. Our data suggest that nonresponse bias does not appear to be a concern for satisfaction type variables, the typical core of an organizational survey (supporting Hypothesis 6). Namely, for attitude type variables nonresponse can essentially be treated as MCAR. This observation is tied to the nature of passive nonresponse (which appears unrelated to attitudes). Furthermore, consistent with Roth (1994) who stated that when missingingness is not random (as we found for active nonrespondents), meaningful bias will only be introduced if the group is relatively large (which was not the case in this study). Once again, we acknowledge that we are in effect accepting a null hypothesis. However, the satisfaction and leaving intention means for respondents and the population are so close that they indicate little difference. Furthermore, power to detect an effect, if it indeed existed, was quite high for the respondent versus nonrespondent t tests. To detect a .35 SD effect (d ϭ .35), power estimates (calculated using G*Power) ranged from .71 to .80 across the DVs. To detect a half standard deviation effect (d ϭ .50), power estimates ranged from .94 to .98 across the DVs.
With regard to Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, the respondent sample was not representative of the population (supporting Hypothesis 5). Namely, missing data from passive nonrespondents cannot be treated as MCAR for these variables.
Furthermore, given the relatively large size of the passive nonresponse group, the bias cannot be ignored.
Limitations and Future Work
As with any study, limitations exist that should promote future research and curtail overgeneralization of findings. Although a great deal of literature exists examining nonresponse issues to organizational surveys, to the best of our knowledge, research examining the attitudes and personalities of all actual nonrespondents to organizational surveys does not exist. As a result, it is difficult to determine the representativeness of our findings. Although our findings are theoretically grounded, our results may be survey type and situation specific. It is noteworthy, however, that with regard to gender, our data are consistent with a number of studies finding that women tend to respond to surveys more readily than men (Gannon, Nothern, & Carroll, 1971) . Furthermore, our data regarding active nonresponse are consistent with Rogelberg et al. (2000) who used employee data. Regardless, future research should examine different types of surveys, using different modalities, different respondent groups (e.g., management, customers), and different survey sponsor and researcher characteristics. For example, it would be interesting to study these nonresponse issues under varying degrees of survey sponsor identifiability (e.g., the survey sponsor is explicitly clear vs. it is not explicitly clear who the sponsor is) as well as researcher credentials (e.g., an external consulting company, an academic researcher, the human resources department). Although we recognize that it is easy to propose this additional research, carrying this work out using population profiling may be difficult. The field opportunity presented to us was atypical, and the setting was amenable to the experimental control and deception indigenous to population profiling. It may be the case that a population profiling approach could be used with a large organizational gathering, such as a training course or a general business meeting (although ethical sensitivity and debriefing are critical in these endeavors).
This study was not able to comprehensively identify the root causes of active and passive nonresponse. Although the organizational citizenship behavior framework and the model proposed by Rogelberg et al. (2000) provide a meaningful basis for speculation, additional research should continue to examine the theoretical underpinning of active and passive nonresponse as well as the existence of possible subclasses of nonresponse within each of the major classes examined in this study. For example, future research could involve administering OCB measures to examine the relationship between such measures and nonresponse. Active nonrespondents in particular should show low OCB overall. This type of research could also include measures of role overload to assess the importance of overload in determining passive nonresponse.
We particularly encourage longitudinal work to determine the stability of active and passive nonresponse, for example, examining whether active nonrespondents to one survey are active nonrespondents to the next organization survey. This longitudinal work would also be useful at examining within-person changes (e.g., work load, past survey behavior) and external factors (e.g., oversurveying, organizational change efforts, a run-in with management, change of management) that influence the individuals' response behavior over time. It is important to point out, however, that when doing multiwave longitudinal research it is necessary to reassess survey response intentions periodically. We did not reassess intentions after Survey 1. If we had, we believe that our nonrespondent classification process for Survey 2 would have been slightly cleaner and more amendable to repeated-measures work (assuming we had a larger N to do these types of analyses). For example, we noticed that despite a very similar pattern of results across the two surveys, passive nonrespondents were slightly more "negative" for Survey 2 than they were for Survey 1. Without having reassessed intentions after Survey 1, it is difficult to determine whether this slight difference is meaningful (e.g., the intentions of some individuals previously classified as passive nonrespondents may have indeed changed after Survey 1). Overall, by reassessing intentions between survey measurements, withinperson changes over time are more interpretable. Unfortunately, however, reassessing intentions is not without problems (e.g., yet another survey has to be administered to the entire population, assuming it can be reassembled).
Implications
Survey researchers should try to estimate the magnitude of anticipated active nonresponse to a proposed survey effort. To do so, an organization can have a third party conduct interviews or focus groups that estimate the extent of anticipated nonresponse (e.g., ask employees their intentions to the specific survey situation). If it appears as if the active nonrespondent group will be fairly high, thus leading to bias, the organization should consider three options. First, the organization should consider not surveying at the present time. Second, if the data are still needed, try more personal data collection approaches (e.g., interviews). Third, survey in a captive setting (e.g., stop production lines). The latter two options are less than ideal in that by "forcing" participation, respondent motivation may be affected, which leads to satisficing response behaviors; thus data quality may be compromised (e.g., Krosnick, 1999; Rogelberg, Fisher, Maynard, Hakel, & Horvath, 2001) .
Some research suggests that the substantive conclusions to a survey often remain unaltered by an improved response rate (e.g., Traugott, Groves, & Lepkowski, 1987) . We would claim that the higher response rates are just picking up passive nonrespondents, which, for attitude purposes, are not the nonrespondents affecting bias. As a result, one may argue that preventing passive nonresponse, given that it does not lead to bias on satisfaction variables, is not critical. Although we agree with this sentiment on one level, we would suggest that it is useful to increase the size of this group for statistical power and data credibility reasons. Furthermore, if variables related to passive nonresponse (e.g., Conscientiousness) are related to the survey content of interest, researchers should actively encourage response.
Conclusion
We believe that our study is a good step in the direction of answering questions of both theoretical and practical interest to organizational survey researchers. Any knowledge and understanding of those who overtly and passively fail to respond to a survey effort enables us to better determine the strengths and limitations of our most common data collection technique-the questionnaire. It is also important to note that this research along with other research (e.g., LePine & Van Dyne, 2001) helps to identify different types and forms of OCBs and whether similar constellations of variables serve as valid predictors.
